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Photosynthetic Physiological Characteristics and Water Use of Potato
with Mulched Drip Irrigation under Water Deficit in Oasis Region

Zhang Hengjia Li Jing
(School of Engineering, Gansu Agricultural University, Lanzhou 730070, China)

Abstract; A field experiment was conducted to test the effect of mulched drip irrigation under water
deficit regulation ( WDR ) on leaf photosynthetic rate ( P, ), transpiration rate ( T ), stomatal
conductance (G,), tuber yield and potato water use in oasis irrigation region. The results showed that

P,, T and G, were reduced by WDR during different potato growth stages. No obvious difference was

found in P before and after re-watering of potato, but T, and G, were obviously improved. Potato yield
was not decreased by low WDR during tuber initiation, but was significantly (p <0.05) decreased in the
medium WDR plots during tuber initiation and low and medium WDR plots during tuber bulking.
Periodic water consumption of potato was greatly affected by WDR, and the higher soil water deficit, the
less potato periodic water consumption. In addition, the total water consumption throughout the whole
growing season was significantly lower in all the WDR potatoes than that in full irrigation plots ( CK).
The highest water use efficiency ( WUE) was maintained in low WDR potato during tuber initiation,
significantly improved by 36.2% , 32.4% and 14.2% than that in medium WDR plots during tuber
bulking, low WDR plots during potato starch accumulation and CK, respectively. Therefore, mulched

drip irrigation under WDR may reduce P,, T,, G , and periodic and total water consumption of potato,

but its WUE can be greatly improved. In addition, potato yield will not be reduced by mulched drip
irrigation under low WDR during tuber initiation.
Key words: Oasis potato  Mulched drip irrigation =~ Water deficit  Photosynthetic physiological

characteristics Water use efficiency Yield
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R SRR Ak /NE KRS L EORZE RIER Y
RAANEW |t 2 %oF 38 K 43 F0 I+ 43 U 9 1
W' KRR R W, T B N AU A TR
T A R B T X T 4R o K
23 AP A FAE A RE K A B T e
WVGHLIX , RO Mok /N REZ RIS =K
FRE AR MY R X R M Y .
AR W A5 8 0 Tl 1 24 1% X k75 K
G RO B EE A TT H A P T  p J
A 4 9T G 2 U X R OB R 0 R 4R
oK PH 45 41 R 5 800 ~ 6 400 MJ/m”, 4F H & i At %k
2800 ~3 300 h, {H 1% [X & K i 2>, 4F B K & AL
35 ~200 mm, J& i B F XK AR % X R
AR FEZERGIE A EXMAE T, N H A
AT AR 7 A A ) TS T R R AT A — o R
I R i K B VR K B R ) 1 2

ST i R B A g e S i R R S R
FHES A, AT B IR ORI R 2T K 3 7= R T SR
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FokU Y F O A R N TS, 15 TS R
FHIRAFE S B T AT B
B 5 R Y R 6 F 5T I R 22 L G BT 95 8
B T G A A BRARRPE L ROK R Y
W SEAR XS B A o AR SO S P A il T R X R R
a5, B 5% 43 BT B 3 8 O 5 0 S S RO
MR R R RAL RO A R BRI AR
i A R RE K RRAE 7K 43 R 0% K
IR B e B oK B 52 i, LA 48 78 1% X 5
A ST T R Y g T K LR A I AR
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1 HRABTEHARTZE

L1 {X#R

BT 2012 4F 4 ~ 10 A 78 H R A 5K 30 K 55
Jay 1l % L R R v R AT o Rl O T sk T P e
2] 20 km 4k, 745 1482.7 m,100°26 'E,38°56'N, %
U X HA R /D (4R 140 mm) (28 & R (R
T 2000 mm) R 22 KSR AL J8 TR Kl
P B A, X FF 3, N ORI R OR T
20 m, RN AP, RIS SF, pH (H 8. 4, +
MR B 1. 46 g/em’ , I RFK iRy 22.8% (R
EHKE), 0 ~20 em Hf 2 A YL T &
1.365% , SR HE 13. 4 mg/ ke, Bl i & 61. 8 mg/ kg,
BUAR190. 4 mg/kg

I

1.2 KWt RAE

B AR N 2 168, 1 7 i 4 AR BEVE Y e
EF , Ja M AR FH R R VE R 0 TR R L R, E S
ET 201244 H 20 H¥EFP,10 A 19 H Ik, &4
HWIDEE 182 d, A= WA Y SR K i 140. 8 mm, i
AR R K 43 8 =5 K- A 5 R IR S A Ak B
(WDI ~WD5) ,1 4% 8 (CK) |, 43 il £ 5 48 5 B =X
TE B B ZE I KA RN vE A BRI 3 A F B Bk
kA (R 1) o 21 P EHE A X & K2,
LS A B 1 T SRk R O b X, S A X
TIKFES0% ~60% O gk 7 ,70% C & kK
R B B AT Y X AL 5 7 I P
TR, 8 W S /N T 25 R AR K, A5 A Y Ak A=
PR B, AH R K #E65% ~ T5% S FE 4k ik UK,
55% ~65% N FEIK Gy 5k, 45% ~55% Sy JE
V7 M 7 O o o B N N S B R 2
/RS

F1 KBETAR

Tab.1 Experimental design %
Ak 3 EiR REBTE A BB R R
WD1 65 ~75 55 ~65 65 ~75 65 ~75
WD2 65 ~75 65 ~75 55 ~65 65 ~75
WD3 65 ~75 65 ~175 65 ~175 55 ~65
WD4 65 ~75 45 ~55 65 ~75 65 ~75
WD5 65 ~75 65 ~75 45 ~55 65 ~75
CK 65 ~75 65 ~75 65 ~75 65 ~75

SR PR 2B LI 5 T 3 TR AT 25 5 i AR T 5
FLIERUAT AR, ZE5E 80 em, 2B & 20 em, 21 40 cm,
BRI 20 em o 22 v a] G B B A1 L BRI 20 emo i
5 B R B AL X A B, 3 WE A, /D X B
36 m* (10 m x 3.6 m) o B/ g — - I A 4
] AL, ST FROC A HEE AT T R A K 2 fE 428 |
25— R T RE ST E A O i Tl 4R A RS W) AR
PRI 2 R M (8 70 em) o i HE AT D ik
B UIE , WAR 16 mm 3 FLIATER 20 em, T3 JERE )
5o MRYE T, A R LU 54%

AR AT G0 58 ¥ ) HH06E AT A B Bk A%
80 keg/hm™ 1 BEAL , B 2ETE HUYIE it ZUIE 20 kg/hm®,
1.3 WMEBMBERFE

(1) 74 o B % 8 B i/ DX B iR ™
3 0 3 A% /0N DX B A R R

(2) 37K 73« JH Al BBORE % 32 0 7 4 3 5
KA, B ERR EE AL 0 ~ 40 em 5 [H
AT DR AR AR 1o XS B A, A /0 X L 3 B
— ZB L B R HE T /K 11 30 ~ 50 em Ab 1 5 HE A R
FE 30 ~50 em AbHL A #EBIAT (4 H 19 H) ORIE
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(10 7319 H) B4 FEEH 1 m, 4y 6 /> F 1 B Bz
E:0~10.10 ~20.20 ~40.40 ~60 .60 ~ 80 FiI 80 ~
100 em, A F WA 7 ~ 10 d Bk 1w, W 5E iR B
S 60 cm, % 0 ~10 .10 ~20 .20 ~40 F1 40 ~60 cm 4y
A A T B F8E B, K R TS I 2 b e
KB 3 1 Ptk R R A, S B HEATHE K WE K
A
m =10p, H(B, - B;) (1)
A m—EKE , mm
p,—— RN I 2 A, g/ em’
H—— %35 3 J2 R B, X 60 em
B.— FI bR % 7K & ( HH ) 5 7K & e L% H
FRARAS K % R )
B,—HE iy - 498 5 Kk %
K FE 4 MK R LUIRAE 45 4 B8 3 A4S 8 4 ik
AR A K e A N
I, =(667d /1 000) x 15 =10. 005d (2)
Arp 1, —— B UK B, m’/hm?
d—WE K JZ LB, mm
AN R R A A
P, = (667P,/1000) x 15 =10.005P, (3)
X P —— i AL A, m/hm?
P,—— W i, mm
S H IR KRR AR N
W = (667W,/1000) x 15 =10. 005W, (4)
R W B4 WRE KB m/hm”
W,—— 424 WIFEK it mm
(3) St R BV 7 B 2SR ORI 46 28 R A4
(7 H19 BHE 7 720 H) FH 2508 K5 30 K4
F(8H28E 9 H 1 H)BEHIRSM 7:00 = 19:00
TR 2 h I E R R SO A R B, SR ECA -
PBO402 71 {5 485 216 25 W 5 1 (b 5¢ 2 HE AR R4 %
AR F A ), P I T 48 8 5 4 O I () TN gk
A7 FH D 396 4 00 5 o W SE R BR A I O 4 R
(pmol/(m*+s)) , &M 2 (mmol/ (m’+s) ) , AL &
FE (mmol/ (m®+s) ) &, 4G /N IRKE 3 4k, A Ui/
45 2 , W A2 76 15 ~ 20 min [N 58 B 9 3 51 H 7 3
fH.
(4) ThES BEHE K B SR K B Pl

E =10 Y rH (W, -W,) +M+P+K-C (5)
i=1

A E,— R AEEF B KR, mm
T EgS

B =N/ OsY

82T RREE, g/ em’
H—%5 i J2 125, em

i

n

r.
i

W, W,—%5 i )2 LR Bty R &
KEZE %
M P—RE I BN K & A AU &, mm
K——JE i B IR 2 13K A 45 1, mm
C—HRm BN HE K&, R HK S T2
HEK ZFl, mm
XL KR K T 20 m, i K H A% X
Ja 2 P T B IX, K bR B KOk HE] R K &Y
75% ,AN2x 770 100 ecm 2 L FEE B, i)
CHUERZE

(5) K3 FI R hy
Ry, =Y/E,, (6)
Ly, =Y/1 (7)

X Ry —— DR ERAT KRR kg/m’
Lype—2 48 WHE K R AR kg/m’
Y—— b 4% o7 1 A B kg/hm
E,,—— S5 5 4 i ) S B B o7 T AR AR K
 ,m’/hm’
I—— %4 3 00 07 T AL /K B, m®/hm?
1.4 ¥HiEgE
*FH Microsoft Office Excel 2003 &b ¥z, 56 % & 31
221, 1 SPSS 17. 0 #EATSE 2047, 37 ] Duncan f) SSR
Rk AT 22 v B B TR 2 LU (p <0..05)
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2.1 BTHERASHIREMHAXGER ZBEEZE
ERSILSERNRIT

2.1.1 JpaHER

Vi ICRORET I S-SRI EN N G
ROLEERLAEZW (K 1) . AR EETE ST
YR KK 8 7, B ROt A R
0, ELAK 43 =5 e B B ey, Ol 0 4 AR I R B
WA K G35 e, B 2R R M9 4% b B H P 2506 G
R T HZEIE B (40 WD3 ,CK) . 785258 i
B, 32K 4 5 A s2 e, WD R WD4 4b Bt 4 3 5
430 F X IR CK REAIK 8. 0% Fi1 8. 5% , e 25 i K 11 4k
B WD2 F1 WDs I 2% (p < 0. 05) K T+ CK, 73 5 ik
21.6% 1 27.0% . L[ KWK G WD4 4b #Dl
AR TR, WD gk B8 i 4. 3% {5
{51 CK (2. 43 pmol/ (m*+s) ) % 14.9% .,

2.1.2 ZEWEHER

K3 ] 7 6 A B e 2K TV BN R 2K R R
R R B HCR WA B (K 2) o b K55
JEE BN, 75 I o 48 5L R B R e B 2RO iU R B
g H -3 2 i R U] R T R R R
B2 9% B WD1 R WD4 kb B 2% B R 4y 5k
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Fig. 1

Effect of water deficit on leaf photosynthetic rate

11.43 mmol/(m”+s) #1 11.28 mmol/(m*-s), i &
(p <0.05) Fxt 8 CK(16. 15 mmol/(m’+s) ) {45 5
H29.2% 1 30. 1% e 255 MO 45 58 2 K /Y
AbBE WD \WD4 kb P 2% 15 3 32 Lp D 2508 30 ] . 1
=, WD4 AR ol WD1 15 6.6 4%, 1 It 3 43 il 26 47
B2 RE AR FEOK 230 5 1) WD2 \WDS Ab 3 25 P 3 A< 1y
BEMT CK, 4> BIME 13.5% F127. 6% , Hp g 5
) WDS 43 Tr AR IR T2 8 94 5 /9 WD2 4bFf, B
WD F1 WD4 &b, HAth b 2 K% f B Bl 25 1% K 39 75 i
AR H BE /N T R 2T A .

25 -

0 Y22 EEN PN
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Fig.2 Effect of water deficit on leaf transpiration rate

2.1.3 AL

LR R 5 A R AR ST A e 1 3
T T2 AL 3 0 ke A 2 Ol A R 2R A
(SRS o A BF 5T e 25 T8 B0 B2 UK 43 R 5 g WD4
Ab B B 25 5% K J1 8 1 R R R 5 g WD2 WS 4k
A S AL S B3 B 2 (p < 0.05) /T [l 19 % B
CK 1 17. 8% F120.3% 27.2% (|8 3) , L 2E7E B
B 0 WDL A3 fL 5 B 5 [A) 0 IR 22 SR
B3 (p>0.05) fHA5LL CK /N8, 0% , BB K 43 5
LRGN, K5 BB ok, LS
FEM/N o BEZEIE B B2 FE 9 7 1 WD b BEAC <
LB (140. 8 mmol/(m’+s) ) A A = (1) WD2
K 10.3% A 548K P8 5 ) WD3 b B [a] R 77 18
BEEF ., KR W K4y T i WDS b B
AW AL S B E /N T WD3, WD4 | CK, 43 51/
29.5% 28.8% .27.2% ,{H5 WDI ‘WD2 2 F K~ &
T R R R T WD2 A B AR LS
JNTF WD3 ., WD4 . CK, 4 %Il /N 22.8% . 22.0% .
20.3% fH'5 WD1 Jo i %25 5. oAb, k2508 K )

<

Fr WDS AbFSL S BE W/ T R ZETE I8 4. 6% 1,
HoAt Ak PR K % B8 (WD1,WD2 \WD3 ,WD4 [ CK) AL
TP H L BR 2P Bt R, A R 12.2%
23.9% A47.8% 61.2% 29.7%

PSS PET P8

_ = NN
S wn o W
S ©O O O

w
(=)

4L 53 /mmol-m 257!

(=]

WDI1 \:ND2 WD3 WD WD5 E.CK
B3 K3 5 Xk S g B e AL S BE Y R
Fig.3 Effect of water deficit on leaf stomatal conductance
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A
2.2.1 BT R R E R

2 af g, SRR 8 ek T s
HEK AT B CK $5 785 (31 250 kg/hm®) | DL ZE I K
IR B 7 1) WDS R A% (18 810 kg/hm?) o PR 2K
T2 A 5 B 7K 4 98 5 1 WD 4h B 5 %) it CK [i] 25
Pom 225 AN B35 (p >0.05) &b, Hofl 4 4> 5 4b
MMEL > EHEFMT CK(p <0.05), 7 5K
25.4% 28.2% .22.9% .39. 8% , & 4b P J% % iE s
Hep= g @ AR F S CK, WDI1, WD4 , WD2 , WD3 |
WD5, 2500 0 52 B K 43 9 5 1 WD 4b 3 8 B
P B[R] R R R T WD4 | B 25 i K ) RN v Ry AR
SR R WD2 i WD3 ¥R E e, e
13.2% 16.4% F1 21. 5% , |fij e 25 & A 8 v g i =
(1) WDS 25 He ™ 5 FEARIE B fe K, 5 6 B CKOAH BE s
77 39.8% , 5 [ A 5% B K 43 4 5 1y WD2 AH L 9
19.7% , AbFE WD2 F1 WDS [H 75 He 25 1% 1 4% 1 A
w2 K G318 5 R T i CK R 3 (p <0.05)
WA , 43 7% 30. 8% 1 42. 1% ,{H WD1 ,WD3 ,WD4
A CK [A] St 3 AN7K 43 98 75 4k 3R R] R b ™
YR EER.
2.2.2 CRMER

SIS R T O xk Th A% T ARR 25 B AR
A W, MR 2 TR (p <0.05) {H X8
P BRI A B (p >0.05) . HZETE NI 4%
FEIK 43 5 B WD b 3 P bk 25 5 450 0 2 /0 T I 1
7843 B KT B 25 K 9952 B U 5 i WD2 39. 2% L {H
5 H At b B R BRI AN AR B35 25 e BRI R
IR BEOK 438 5 1) WD2 AR Z5 RN 3. 11 4>, 41
S E X B CK, WD5 ., WD1 3% i 16.5% . 11.9% |
64.6% , H WD1 ,WD3 WD4 J WD3 WD4 WD5,
CK MR EZT . WD B PR AE e 25 0E 1
W2 2 B K o 7 B, Rk 45 SR CK O b
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29.2% ,1fii WD4 1E3 250 ) 28 %2 v BE K 7 5 Bk
HBARRZE B AL CK AL 12. 7% , Ui B B 25T 1L

WK 5 AT AR B 4% S5 PR A5 SR, PR T
BRGNS 2N TR T

R2 FARLEBEIREFEREMRES

Tab.2 Tuber yield and its components of potato subjected to various treatments

b B LR/ R R R g MPAZ/cm A2/ cm B /kg-hm TP kg hm 7
WD1 1.89°¢ 375.7" 8.6° 6.2° 27275 25343
wWD2 3110 322.2% 7.9° 5.7° 23 425" 20 665"
WD3 2. 44" 356. 4" 8.7" 6.3" 22 450" 21 407
WD4 2.33" 315. 2" 8.3" 6.0" 24 085" 23 167"
WD5 2.78" 284.7° 7.9° 6.0° 18 810° 17 276"
CK 2.67" 469. 4* 9.0° 6.6" 31 250* 29 842°

R RSB EAR TR R R R Z R B (p <0.05) , T

FRA Koy s b Btk B E Y R (p <
0.05) £ F % B¢ CK, H WD1 fil WD3 & % & F
WD5, {H & 5 4b 2 WDI1, WD2 ., WD3, WD4 [a] &
WD2 WD4 5 WDS [b] B bk 25 i 2 22 % A 0 3 (p >
0.05), WDI 4b 3 bk 2 BT & [ xf B CK B IR
20.0% ,WD2 WD5 AR AR 4E R L Bl T 3%
B2 R R K 4 77 e ) 5% i, L B RR S T i B CK
FEAG 31. 4% Fi1 39.3% , WD3 Fl WD4 4t 1 [t CK
REAIG 24. 1% F1 32.9% ., WD1  WD4 &b ¥y F 2% He
ZEIE WU K 43 75 SR 52, FRRR 25 AR D B S
0 K AMEE RN, Bk B BT i b WDS A3 il 1
32.0% F110. 7% ,WDI1 $#iig ik 5 2 /K F, i WD3
PR R U He WDS 380 25.2% o LA, 4% K 5
AP R A AR R R 2 R A B
2.3 BETHEASHISRERKENEI
2.3.1 B BOFEKRHE

MY BOAE K B S T S8 AN TR AR Y B RE K
FRIE($3) , X 5 588 &4 7 N R i &
KRR G, SRORE BT 7 D88 &
A B B BOFE K i R B/ IMR IR A B ZE T8 i e 2R
TR A ER R B, RBUR B e R G
WIS CERIBC/IN AE AL B E B T 4l A B T
T /N, & AL AR K &= 5 S FE K &= 1Y 20.0% ~
23.9% (it /3L, TIA) o PZE08 b s b Af Ak 25
2R A FI I T S 2508 B[R] B #E AT, X — B B R K iR
R, HEAN AT Y EFKRN 24.6% ~45.5%
POZE NG K DAB ZE A K oy 32, FB K i 7 S FE 7K B2 11
10.4% ~35.1% . #F AJER B R W], 45t 5 i
% R A KW ST fE K BBt — 2 5 A
FEAKEM 13.1% ~20.3% .

27K 43R 5 A BRAE VA 5 AR I AR K R Y e
(p<0.05) 3/ (%3) ., B T4 BEY K,
S Ak B R %) B[R] FE K B G B 25 5 (p > 0.05)
TEHZETE W, K 438 5 4L B WD1 \WD4 5 CK [H]

®3 DRETFEAEBEHRFEKE

Tab.3 Water consumption in various

potato growth stages mm

pog: i PESIY R NEIEN YN MR iR A 3]
WDI1 92.11° 105. 52° 142. 00" 70.02°
wWD2 74.96° 156. 85" 59.78" 74. 63"
WD3 90. 39° 169. 65 127.58° 58.92"
WD4 79. 85° 92. 13 131.18* 70. 12*
WD5 93.45° 175.70" 40. 46° 76.51°
CK 109. 85° 192.07* 150. 67* 86. 06"

FEOK&E 22 7 W F, ol b CK 3 2 45.0%
52.0% . TEHZE R, ZKfG WD1 1 WD4 4b 3t
FE/K 5 O BRI 0 2 35 1 i, AT CKL L CK
(B2 5N %, i 5 4B WD2 \WD5 5 CK [A] #&
KA 2% S B3k W E K, 4k B e CK R 2 e b
60. 0% F1 73.0% . 1E V€ ¥y P12 W 4b ¥ WD2 . WD5
FEOK B W] L3 0, AR T CK, i i ) 48 52 5 B K 3
TR WD3 FEK = B EF L F CK, 5 31.5% .
I, S A5 R Y BORE K 3 327K 43 T 5 s Kk
TR A3 5 R B RROK, FE K S D 3
2.3.2 SEFHWFEKE

JIEA K o3 R 5 b B A R AR K Y
#(p<0.05) ik T #E CK(5386.7 m’/hm*) , H VA
WD2 4 B A K B> (3662, 1 m*/hm® , £ 4)
WDI ~ WD5 5 4~/K 50 )8 5 b ¥R 4 48 F I FE K &2 H
S H T A K B R CK 8 35 D A Gk
20.6% ~47. 1% , fEK 5 d, 247 B
JKELL WD3 %, & T HAl 4 05 L 9.0% ~
21.9% ,{H WD1 5 WD5 [a] \WD5 5 WD2 WD4 [i]
ERARE(p>0.05),
24 ETHEASHEREKSFARENZN
2.4.1 KSR R

LhEY 4 A /K 43 R R L WD Jie i
(6.66 kg/m*) , Ll WD5 1k (4. 89 kg/m’ ) ,{H i 5
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K E 5 Ak B R IR 22 R GA B K COF (p >
0.05,%4) . P2IE MW 5 1) WDI &b B K
a3 R e 25 0 K0 oh B 9 5 1 WDS 4 35
TER T B 5 A WD3 kb FR 2 (p <0.05)

P Ay B 36.2% F1 32. 4% | 1 B 2K T R
P 5 ) WD4 gk B gy Gt WDS F1 WD3 4§25
31.9% \28.2% , HL 25 i KW B A 5 1) WD2 4b ¥
42 30.9% 27.2% .

*4 DRELEFHASAARKR

Tab.4 Water use of potato during whole crop growing seasons

. o T it LA W K L4 WIFEK K43 R RCR THE K R s
/m? +hm ~2 /m? +hm ~2 /m? +hm 2 /kg+m ~? /kgem 3

WD1 1408 2973 4096. 8° 6. 66" 9.17%

WD2 1408 2473 3662.1¢ 6. 40" 9. 47"

WD3 1408 3212 4 465. 4" 5.03" 6.99°¢

WD4 1408 2613 3732.8¢ 6.45° 9.27"

WD5 1408 2 463 3861. 1 4.89" 7. 64"

CK 1408 3730 5386.7° 5.83% 8. 38"

2.4.2  FEMKF AR TER & 27

TEM A R E KT WD3 b et F
S TR K ) FH R B A (6.99 kg/m’ ), B T 4 iUk
[ %5 B CKAIK 16. 6% (p <0.05) , 7R He 7K 431 75 4b 31
WDI WD2 \WD4 {§ 23. 8% 26.2% 24.6% {5 5
R B B WDS Ah R E 2= R AR E (p >
0.05,%&4), Jibh, S22 KRR 5 g WD2 ik
PRV WE K A H 8% 8% = T WD5 Al CK, 43 51 2k
24.0% #113.0% , {55 WD1 \WD4 Ji] J& 53 2 2% 5 .
WDI1 \WD4 , WD5 , CK = [i] 3 i 7k F| F 4% % % A 77

——WDI1

——<—-WD2 —&— WD3 —-e-- WD4

] LT

2.5 BRTHEASHYORELESKRENZMN
KRN B W W) K o3 5 R JRE A B
T3, 2 PR G A W A8 I 2% R S5 I R B 3L [R5
W i K A= AR A o BT 4 Dy By A R AN A N R[] K
ST AP 0 ~ 60 em + 2 - HE S KR AR LR
25 Mb B - K 43 A8 A 2 AN [ 9 T A, TE kK
SRR, DR B A B K BRI 8 R SR I,
HEE K AR BEREIG BB R TR R R T K Bk
W E, IS AR B &
e WDS —e— CK

ey |

P AH]

45 60 75

1(I)5 120 135 150 165 180 195

P R Eud
B4 THER I 4 B IR K 53 9 7 A B B K R A

Fig.4  Soil moisture variation in potato field under different water deficit regulation
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